
A Report from the Framework and Definitions Group

Our group was charged with creating a framework and defining the entity descriptions. Since we had agreed to work on Actions and Entities from our last video conference, we worked on continuing describing entities found within the situations. We have the following entities described well: Representation, Process, Concept, Operation, and Relation. One large sticking point is defining the group that contains statements. It’s a hodgepodge of objects at the moment. 

Another task we were assigned was creating a framework for the project. We discussed Michigan’s Egg, Hiebert and Lefevre’s conceptual and procedural knowledge, and Even’s framework for her study of teachers’ knowledge of functions. Jeremy made the point that all of these models were static, and perhaps we needed something to encompass the dynamic aspect of knowledge. Eric drew from some applied mathematics and we created a flow chart that we thought represented the process a teacher employs when making any decision related to instruction in a classroom. Using that flow chart, we tried to place where the different parts of the situations occurred. That’s represented by the rectangle. The prompts occur where the prompts diamond is and the actions and entities occur in their sets. We are not proposing this is all there is for MKT, just where our situations fit into this flowchart. And we think they’re might be something to discussing this knowledge as dynamic, if we want to get into epistemology and such. The flowchart is attached in the email.
In the original framework document on the website here, the framework was to “situate the mathematical knowledge that a teacher of secondary mathematics needs to know.”  The document also suggests that parts of the framework come from mathematical content (as defined by CBMS and others) and mathematical proficiency (defined by Adding It Up).

Since our actions and entities were generated by the situations and then we described them using other scholarly sources (Hiebert and Lefevre; Cooney, Davis, and Henderson), we’ve stayed true to this original document.

We’ve thought about the framework in a few ways:

1) An explanation of our goals, why this work is important, research questions, and the requisite research background. An example of this is pages 14-23 of the TEDS-M study found here.

2) A process of looking at/analyzing/characterizing the mathematics or mathematical knowledge for teaching found within the situations. An example of this is from an article by R. Even where she sorted teachers’ knowledge of functions.

3) Something we’ve missed.

